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Dear Harold (& Hoxward) , 

. h ,_ ls real V “e - my *SM typewriter broke down most inconveniently 

; ” lX1 be $ Very brief ’ since it: is nearly aidnlXt 2d 
I want the enclosures to reach you on Monday. ^ 

a . I , hav ® received your letters of 6/29 (mailed 7/1) and 7/3 (both 
arrived t_oday) 0 Thank you for filling me in. Harold, I am generally 
reassured by your description of how the work is progressing . 3 

, _ S ° me ° f ? ur a PP arent disagreement is due to the time and distance 
between us. It would maybe help if you did explain, as non-elliptically 
as possible, what you expect 8 them 0 to do with this material. In the 

P f rt ° f m y. lett f r of 6/27 I SMSS was raising the various aooroaches 
the sltuatlon ”i8ht demand , depending on the intended audience ~ 
and your purposes. I assume you have tdmtxk thought this through. If 
you have conceded that no attempt should be made to write an frticle 

especiallv ^ ^From ^ herp llC T tl0n, 1 d !?' t W3nt KpX t0 ar§ue about that * 

f rom bere * 1 seem to disagree with you both about how much 

e transcript sxaax speaks for itself, but now that you plan a fairly 

spa?e X fSf E thS t n^ dUCt:LOn 1 a i not . concerned that you x will not have the 
h necessary explanations. I don't think the issue is the 

kno„le<j|e n ^d 0 5 u ? n S?uJS d aMUtyf le DOn - e ^ ert read «. ** Ms background 

^ S^g ^er^o 

T Ures ,! 1 5 1 Were com Pi^ing a 200-page book based on th^ s"transcriDt 

kee? th f documentation and discussion of the post-1/27 investigation 
Mhmjix down to the minimum necessary to reinforce the impact of the S 
transcript. Obviously my viewpoint is influenced by the work I have 

orenn^w manuscript. I spent a r great deal of time and effort gatherig, 
organizing, and cutting down the material. I had to try to achieve a 

Sa?vsL of WS ?? £ a " al ^ tiCal and theaatic a PP r oach, £d a dJtaiXI 
rhSrf % ^ a f 1 the documents. I suggested that you consider using my 
r 3 / n P resent f °rm if you feel it is necessary for your 
purposes to asfsx go into the post-1/27 investigation in detail -‘what 
your reaction to that. Also, I would be glad to give you all mv 
material on the Hosty entry if you want to use my entire Chapter 5^ 

But I really think you would be better off putting your effort into 

your discussion of the 1/27 meeting, what led up to it, the 
immediate consequences (Hoover's 1/27 letter and the JawoLki turn-Sf 
of the Budkins investigation) , and your Russell story. I have deferred 
3 couple of ^ mes on this business of the transcript, andunless 
you h a ve xaaiK compelling reasons for going into peripheral matters such 

SdgSln?? Sty 1 h ° Pe y ° U " iU flnd 11 Pdssible “ defe^ S my 

_ Howard , thanks for your letter. The next-to-last thing I want to 

?har S T S a ^ t0 311 a F sument witil y° u » but Pleas^don't try to convince ‘me 
that I don f appreciate the importance of this transcript. (The last 

thpr'vLT 11 ta do ?- s set into . an argument with Harold!) If '“it noiTseems 

0 0 - have the time to provide the necessary annotation of the last 

the tke Sp3Ce) ’ S *™^sxax fine. Certainly the" section on 

2 lS C qu«S| e S e ^ Xse? the JUi ° y blCS 1 ”° Uld have suggested 

btir T I hnnf t ^ 1 ^ n ° t t hOUt the actual or possible time constraints, 

1 e in P r*2 a S, y °a "i 11 b ® able C ° Send me what you write for comments - 

of 6 ;; suggestions. V6 3 ^ S ° ^ 7 ° U misht be able to make use 

in goOd t SIpe bhat ^ letter of 7/2 has cached you, with the enclosures 
(MORE) 




- 2 - 



7/5/74 to HW 



I hopes the enclosed 23 pages are also usable. They are the best 
copies I can get around here - over twice the usual cost (8p/page). 

These items are: 

(1) CD 320, SS 767 (The ss SS Hudkins interview) 

(2) CD 385, pp. 104-8. The other pages might be necessary to 
explain p. 106, the Hudkins interview; you could retype or summarize 
them. 

(3) Tonahill's letter of Jan. 9 (9 pp.), two related routing 
slips, Hoover's letter to Tonahill (Jan. 14), and Hoover to the Commission 
(Jan. 14). You will probably want to use only part of the Tonahill 
letter (pp. 4-5) although the whole thing is fascinating. I don't have 

a better copy of the Hoover-Rankin letter, which is the important one; 
sorry. As for the substantive reply to Tonahill, I haven't found it 
yet (I only got the Tonahill letter in February), but according to 
Dorothy Kilgallen in the NY Journal -American (quoted in Joesten, pp. 134-5), 
the reply came from Jack Miller on Jan 28 and said that the material 

on Oswald was xk irrelevant and would not be made available, but the 

Ruby material would be. You could see if this is in the Tonahill name 
file ink the Archives. 

The k Tonahill letter is discussed on p. 3.19 of my manuscript. 

(4) The ksii©caaxkxHsaxkhEx telegram from the Texans on Jan 23. 

(5) Hoover to Rankin, Jan 27. (see pp. 3.20-22 of my manuscript.) 

It is noteworthyjf: that this letter is logged in as having been received 
on 1/28 - that is, for all we know he may have written it after having 
found out about the 1/27 meeting. Hoover certainly came down hard on 
Warren's approach! 



My 



best to all 



'faJl 

PLH 




